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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1-3 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Krum et al 
(USPN 6,351,344), hereinafter Krum. 

RE claim 1, Krum discloses a hard disk drive (abstract and fig. 3), comprising an 
enclosure having a spindle motor mounted thereto and an axial thickness (figs. 1 and 3-4 and col. 
1, lines 42-48); a magnetic disk mounted to the spindle motor for rotation relative to the 
enclosure (figs. 1 and 3-4 and col. 1, lines 33-40), the magnetic disk having an axis of rotation 
and a storage area (figs. 1 and 3-4 and col. 4, lines 28-40); an actuator mounted to the enclosure 
and having a head for reading information from and/or writing information to the magnetic disk 
(figs. 1 and 3-4 and col. 4, lines 28-40); and the enclosure also having a disk region located over 
at least a portion of the storage area of the magnetic disk, the disk region having an axial 
thickness that is less than the axial thickness of the enclosure to define a working magnetic gap 
for erasing the magnetic disk while the magnetic disk is inside the enclosure (figs. 4 and col. 4, 
lines 55-59). 

RE claim 2, Krum further discloses that the enclosure has a base and a cover, 
and the disk region is located on portions of both the base and the cover (figs. 3-4 and col. 3, line 
63-col. 4, line 5 and col. 4, lines 49-54). 
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RE claim 3, Krum further discloses that the disk region is formed by an indentation in the 
enclosure (fig. 4, col. 4, lines 55-59 and col. 5, lines 9-11). 

RE claim 5, Krum further discloses that the disk region has a length extending 
in a radial direction, relative to the axis of the magnetic disk, that spans an entire radial length of 
the storage area of the magnetic disk, such that the entire storage area may be erased (fig. 4 and 
col. 6, lines 25-41). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness, rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 4, 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krum. 
RE claim 4, Krum is relied upon as stated above. Krum further discloses that the 

indentation is a rectangular notch (or any suitable shape, col. 5, lines 15-16). 

However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the size of the notch, hence reducing the magnetic gap and 
increasing and concentrating the magnetic flux density for erasing, furthermore it is obvious in 
the art that changes in size or shape wherein the gap (notch on the enclosure for erasing) and the 
optimization of such ranges (the spacing in the gap between the erasing gap and of the erasing 
transducer) will not support the patentability of the subject matter unless there is evidence that 
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the given range is critical or unexpected results occur. Furthermore, routine experimentation 
from whether you change the size and spacing of the gap for the concentration of the magnetic 
flux would be a normal engineering endeavor since no unexpected results seem to occur, is 
merely changing the spacing of the gap, In re Rinehart, 53 1 F.2d 1048, 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 
1976), In re Rose, 220 F.2d 459, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1955), In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 
105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955) and In re Hoeschele, 406 F.2d 1403, 160 USPQ 809 (CCPA 
1969). 

RE claim 6, Krum further discloses that the disk region has a width that is transverse to 
the radial direction, and the width is less than a width of the enclosure (fig. 4 and col. 5, lines 9- 
16). 

However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the size of the notch, hence reducing the magnetic gap and 
increasing and concentrating the magnetic flux density for erasing, furthermore it is obvious in 
the art that changes in size or shape wherein the gap (notch on the enclosure for erasing) and the 
optimization of such ranges (the spacing in the gap between the erasing gap and of the erasing 
transducer) will not support the patentability of the subject matter unless there is evidence that 
the given range is critical or unexpected results occur. Furthermore, routine experimentation 
from whether you change the size and spacing of the gap for the concentration of the magnetic 
flux would be a normal engineering endeavor since no unexpected results seem to occur, is 
merely changing the spacing of the gap, In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 
1976), In re Rose, 220 F.2d 459, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1955), In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 
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105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955) and In re Hoeschele, 406 F.2d 1403, 160 USPQ 809 (CCPA 
1969). 

RE claim 7, Kaim further discloses that the enclosure comprises a base and a cover (figs. 
3 and 4 and col 4, lines 51-54), and the width of the disk region on the base differs from the 
width of the disk region on the cover (figs. 3 and 4 and disclosure thereof). 

However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the size of the notch, hence reducing the magnetic gap and 
increasing and concentrating the magnetic flux density for erasing, furthermore it is obvious in 
the art that changes in size or shape wherein the gap (notch on the enclosure for erasing) and the 
optimization of such ranges (the spacing in the gap between the erasing gap and of the erasing 
transducer) will not support the patentability of the subject matter unless there is evidence that 
the given range is critical or unexpected results occur. Furthermore, routine experimentation 
from whether you change the size and spacing of the gap for the concentration of the magnetic 
flux would be a normal engineering endeavor since no unexpected results seem to occur, is 
merely changing the spacing of the gap, In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 
1976), In re Rose, 220 F.2d 459, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1955), In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 
105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955) and In re Hoeschele, 406 F.2d 1403, 160 USPQ 809 (CCPA 
1969). 

5. Claims 8-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krum in 
view of Serizawa (USPN 6,594,099). 

RE claim 8, Krum is relied upon for the same reasons of rejection as stated above. Krum 
fails to explicitly teach that the working magnetic gap reduces stray magnetic fields to prevent 
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motor rotor demagnetization damage, and increase a gradient of magnetic flux as the hard disk 
drive is inserted into a disk erase apparatus. 

However, Serizawa discloses such (fig. 13 and col. 6, lines 26-41). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Krum with teachings of Serizawa the motivation being able to erase 
portion in the magnetic disk without compromising the spindle motor magnetization hence 
avoiding its degradation. 

RE claim 9, claim 9 has limitations similar to those treated in the above rejection of claim 
1, and is met by the references as discussed above. Claim 9 however also recites the following 
limitation u a disk erase apparatus having a high strength magnetic field for erasing a magnetic 
disk while the magnetic disk is located inside a hard disk drive assembly." However, Serizawa 
discloses such (fig. 13 and col. 6, lines 26-41). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Krum with teachings of Serizawa the 
motivation being able to erase portion in the magnetic disk without compromising the spindle 
motor magnetization hence avoiding its degradation. 

RE claim 10, the combination of Krum and Serizawa is relied upon for the same reasons 
of rejection as stated above. Krum fails to explicitly teach that the hard disk drive assembly is 
inserted into a magnetic gap of the disk drive erase apparatus, and the magnetic gap defines an 
axial dimension that is greater than the axial thickness of the disk region and less than the axial 
thickness of the enclosure. However, Serizawa discloses such on (fig. 13 and col. 6, lines 26- 
41). 
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RE claims 1 1-17, the combination of Krum and Serizawa is relied upon for the same 
reasons of rejection as stated above. Claims 11-16 have limitations similar to those treated in the 
above rejections of claims 2-8, and are met by the references as discussed above. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-17 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Natalia Figueroa whose telephone number is (571) 272-7554. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 8:30-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David R. Hudspeth can be reached on (571) 272-7843. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 
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DAVID HUDSPETH 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 



